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L By .Iack Amlerson

. v President Nixon has re-
" tjected mgguhunq that he fol-
Jow up bis trips to Peking and
Moscow withh an overture to
Jiavana.

~ He has no intentlon of seck-
fng belier relations with, Fidel
Castro as long as Cuba cx-
ports revolution to other Lat-
in-American countries and
Tiussia - is  permitted fo use

Cuban territory for mililary i

PUIPOSES.

There have heen conflicling
signals from Havana. whether
Castro is really mtcrested in
improving relativns” with the
United -States. Seceret  mes-
sages have heen received in
Washington suggesting he is
cager {o rcstore normal rela-
tions. These have been fol-
Towed,” almost invariably, by
public atlacks. upon {he
United States.

Last fall, for example, Cas-
tro got word that the United
States aight soften its atti-
tude toward Cuba. Ile hastily,
if eautiously, flashed hack the

signal that he not only was re-]

ceptive but that e might even
be, willing to use “iraditional

democratic  procedures” 1o
spread “socialist potver” in
Latin America,

Castro's message was re-

peated in the right places at
the United .Nations by his dip-
lomatic-intelligence represent.
ative, Teofilo Acosta Rodri-
The word quickly
reached the Central Intelli-
gence Agencey, which sent a se-
cret report, dated Dec. 8, to
the White HHouse.

‘Secret Meswﬂe

“In the latter part of Nov-
ember, 1971," reported the
CIA, “Teoﬁlo Acosta Rodri-
guez , , , said that TMidel Cas-
tro, Cuban prime -minister,
had received a report hefore
his departure for Chile that
U.S. officials were considering
a reversal of the U.S, hard-line
policy toward Cuba.

“As a result, Havana had re-

guested Cubansg at the United

Nations to check the report,
Castro :had de-
cided to mellow. his tone on

‘Meanwhile,

the United States during lns
Chxle’nn t1 ip.

el E losco

U"

“Acosta commented that
there is some support in Cuba
for the view that Cuba could
benefit from improved cul-
tural {ies with the U5, or
some vealistic adjustment of
differcnces . . .,

“Later in the convorsahon,
Acosta said that Cuban lead-
ers are doing some re-thinking
on basie revolutionary tactics,
There is some theoretical op-
position o the ‘Che Gueovara’
theory, which favors support-
ing native insurrectionists and
anarchists in poor couniries.

“Instead, support is growing
for the Chilean formula,
which maintains that tradi-
tional democratic procedures
are the hest means of socialist
power in  weak, backward
countries.”

As it happened, Castro gotf

his signals crossed. He was
wrong about the possibility
that {he United States might
soften its line toward Havana.
The blunt truth is that Presi-
dent Nixon isn't the least in-
terested in an accommodation
with Castro. .

Those who watch Havana
for the U.S. are convineced that
sastro would jump at a genu-
ine chance to normalize Cu-
ban-American  relations, e
would like nothing beiter,
they say, than to sit down as
an equal with Mr, Nixon.

Castro’s  slashing  altacks
upon the U.S., they believe,
are strictly defensive. He tries
to appear. intractable toward
the United States, they say,
because bhe is convinced the
United States is intractable to-
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harsh upon Mr, Nixon, whose
name is spelled in the party
newspaper with a swastika in
place of the “x.V

Ar, influ.

Nixon has been

“lenced by his Cuban friends,|(

such as Debe Ttebozo, to main-
tain a hard line toward Cas-|¢
tro. ‘The anti-Castra Cubans,
who now live and voie in thig
cauntry, are almost solidly be-
hind Nixon.

Kixon’s f‘uhun Policy

A White Touse aide as
sured wus, hawever, that Mr,
Nixon doesn’t listen to lichovo
on Cuban policy. The hide said
the Presideant based his hard
line on three factors:

U.8, poliey toward Cubal?
1snt unilateral, but mulilat.
eral.  The ()1‘gamm(10n of
Anierican States voted in 1962
to break diplomatic and com-
mercial ties with Cuha, Until
this is reversed, the U.S. will
be bound by the QAS vote.

2, Russia uses Cuba as o
bhase to refuel its submarines
and for other military pur
poses, The argument has been
made that this violates the
Monroe Doctrine, Moscow also
gives Cuba an estimated $250
million a year in military aid,
not to mention twice “that
amount in economic aid.

3. Cuba continues {o provide
arms,

money and guerrilla

o STATINTL
T, : '

o \T %

a No

fraining  to  revolutionary

movements {hroughout Lutin,
Ametrica. There is evidence’
that Russia supports Cuha in-

‘spx'cading subversion.
. +
These experis also believe

In another secret report {o
the \White Youse, for example,.

the CIA quoted a confidentiall
sotree as revealing “that the.
Soviets asked Fidel Castre io]
try to regain conlrol of Latin
American revolutivnary moves
ments and fo develop closer
relations with Latin American
communist parties aud their
leaders. ..’

The source quoled o Cuban.
intelligence officer, Fn\ique
Jenavides, as saying “that.5o-
viet Premier Aleksei RKosygin
had promised to provide finan-
oial aid to Castro’s efforls (o

regain  control  over these
movements. . .. )

“Penavides said Umi;_th.rrmg]i
Cuba the Sovicls will
support armed revolution or’
political struggle,  whichever
was deemed appropriate, in
given countries throughout
Latin America, According fo
Benavides, the Sovicts have
told Cuba they will ‘pay for
cverything' in helping-all reva
Jutionary groups, even C«IU)O~
lic radical groups.

“Tenavides strongly empha-
sized  that Cuba  has not
changed its line but still fa-
vors armed vevolulion every-
where in Latin America”
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by Graham Allison

The story of the Cuban missile
crisis, as told both by fans and critics,
is a tale of machismo. President John
F. Xennedy stood “eyeball-to-eye-
ball” with Chairman Khruschev, faced
him down, and forced the Soviet
Union to withdraw its offensive mis-
siles from Cuba. Instant histories writ-
ten in the wake of President Ken-

Graham Allison teaches politics at Harvard,

nedy’s assassination praised the Ad-
ministration’s bold moves in the mis-
sile crisis, particularly JFK’s guts in
refusing to compromise American in-
. terests, and his courage in sticking to
the original demand that all Soviet

- missiles be removed without a quid

pro quo. More recently, revisionists
have criticized Kennedy’s recklessness
and irresponsibility in insisting that
Khruschev capitulate and cry uncle

during a confrontation that JI'K him--

self judged to have a one-in-three
chance of nuclear war.

In evaluating JFK’s performance in
the missile crisis, both those who give
him high marks and those who say he
failed have accepted the official ver-
sion of the event as fact. In particular,
no one (with the exception of Curtis
LeMay) has questioned the theme of
JEK’s toughness under fire. But dur-
ing the past decade a great deal of
evidence has come (o light that casts
scrious doubt on this interpretation.
Specifically, it now secms clear that

on Saturday, October 27, the next to
last day of the crisis: 1) Sovict suy-
face-to-air missiles (SAMs) shot down
an American U-2 reconnaissance plane
over Cuba, and Kennedy refused to
retaliate; 2) Kennedy ordered U. S,
missiles in Turkey defuzed; and 3)

JFK sent his brother, Robert Ken- S

to arrange a private “deal.” To appre-
ciate the significance of these facts,
and their implications for the dispute
about machismo and JFK’s perform-
ance in the crisis, it is necessary to
reexamine carefully one slice of this
fascinating story.

The issuc in question is that of
JFK’s actions in resolving the crisis.
Recall the background. In the fall of
1962, after Khiruschev has given Ken-
nedy repeated assurances that the
Soviet Union will not install offensive
weapons in Cuba, an American U-2
photographs the Soviet Union sncak-
ing missiles into Cuba. Kennedy
assembles the Executive Committee of
the National Security Council (Ex-
Com) to consider how he should
respond. On October 22, Kennedy
announces a U. S. naval quarantinc of
Soviet weapons shipments to Cuba
and demands that the Soviets with-
draw all strategic offensive missiles
from the island. The next day, Soviet
ships steaming toward Cuba stop dcad
on the water, just outside the block-
ade. But work at the Cuban missile
sites proceeds at an acceleiated pace.
By Friday, October 26, it scems clear

that the blockade will not solve the
problem: it prevents the Soviets from
importing additional missiles but iy
cannot stop the rush to ready 42
missiles already on the island. The
ExCom turns to the question of the
next U. S. step. Most members sec ng
alternative to an air strike. The deci-
sion will probably be made on Satuy-
day or Sunday and carried out the
following Tuesday

But at the last minute, disaster is
avoided.  Sunday morning, October
28, Khruschev “announces that the
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Our Quid, Their Quo'i

The question is: How did Kenned:
make Khruschev capitulate? The e
sence of the official answer is that h
stated his demand clearly, refused t
budge even an inch, and thus lef
Khruschev with the last clear choict
between withdrawal on the one hand
and a path that could lead to nuclea
war on the other.

The main points in this officia
interpretation include the following
On Friday, October 26, a secret letto,
from Khruschey arrived, proposing ¢
resolution of the crisis on the follow-
ing terms: Soviet missiles would be
withdrawn and, in return, the U. S.
would promise not to invade Cuba.
On Saturday, this Sovict offer was
reversed by a second, much tougher
letter demanding U. S. withdrawal of
American missiles in Turkey as the
price for Soviet withdrawal of missiles
in Cuba.

To most members of the ExCom, a
deal of this sort was simply out of the
question. Could the U. S. withdraw
NATO missiles from Turkey under
Soviet threat? Absolutely not. Dean
Acheson, a member of the ExCom,
found the idea outrageous. Having just
returned from Paris and Bonn, where
he had briefed General Charles de
Gaulle and Chancellor Conrad Aden-
auer about the crisis, Acheson assured
the ExCom group .that such a trade
would undermine the faith of the
whole alliance in America’s word.
Soviet specialist Llcwelyn Thompson
warned that, “the Russians would
certainly interpret acceptance as proofl
of weakness.” According to presiden-
tial assistant Theodore Sorenson’s re-
cord of the deliberations, “The Presi-
dent had no intention of destroying
the alliance by backing down.” As
JI'K had argued the previous week in
rejecting UN  Ambassador Adlai
Stevenson’s suggestion of a similar
trade-off, he could not make “conces-
sions that could break up the alliance
by confirming Europcan suspicions
that we would sacrifice their sccurity
to protect our interests in an arca of
no concern to them.” Harold Mac-
millan (Prime Minister of Britain at
the time) has recalled his support for
the President’s “most difficult deci-
sion. . . the refusal, against the advice
of weaker brethren in America and
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